
Senator Christopher Bond 
US.Senate 
'274 Russell Senate Office Building 
W ~ h i ~ t o n , L X 2 Q 5 1 0 - 0 0 1  

Subject:Re:Federal-StateJoint Boardon U n i v e ~ S e r v i c e C C ~ t  96-45 

Dear Sena to rbnd :  

I have serious concerns regarding theFederal CommunicationsCommisaions'(FCC) position tochange the Universal Sewice 
Fund (USF)collection method t o a  monthly flat fee. Many of yourconatituents, including me, my friends, family and ne i&ors ,  
willbenegatively impactedbq theunfair&ngepro+bq theFCC. 

As you know,USFisNnentlycollectedona~~~nuebasis. Peoplewho-morepy moreintothesystem. If tbeFCCchanges 
that rystemtoaflatfee,that mwaathatsomeonewhousesonethouMndminutesamonthoflosgdistance,paysthe~me 
amount into thefandrwsomeonewhousm zerominutesof longdistanceamontb. Gnstituentawho- their limited resource 
wisely should not be penalired for doing s o  

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceuae~likestudents,p~~idwirelmsuser~~niorcit~nsandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phon- due  to unaffordnble monthly incream on their bills. Shifting 
the fanding burden of the USF kom highvolume to low-volume u- is radical andunn-q In addition, it would have a 

highly detrimental effect on small businesses dl a c r m  America 
TheKeepUSFFairWit ion,of  whichIamamember,kee~meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonty newalettersandup 
todateinformatb'on th~irweh.ite,indudinglinh toFCCinformation. WhileIamawaie that federallawdoes not recpire 
companieatoiecover,or"-along"thesefees totheircustomem thereality is thatthey do. AsaconaumerIwouldlikeenaureI 
am charged fairly. If the FCC gom to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the W i t i o n b  recent 
meetingswithtopFCCoffid, theFCChasplanatochangetoaflatfeesgatem.oonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillmntinuetomonito~developmentsontheiasueandmntinuetospr~dthewo~dtomycommunity. Ireguest you- 
d o n g  my concerns to theFCC on my behalf, letting them knowhowa flat fee tax could disproportionately affect th- in your 
constituency. 

T ~ n k ~ o u f o ~ y o u ~ = o n t i n u ~ ~ o ~ k a ~ d I l ~ f o ~ a ~ d  tohearing about yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Jon Rutherford , .  

cc , 
TheFederal Communications Gmmiasion .~ . . .  , .  

. , . , . ; . .  ' ..., ., 

. .  ~ 
{ l  ' "  . ~ '  



Pamela WiIloughby 

Deer Ridge Fam 2749 Saunders Grove Drive, Moneta, VA 24121-4733 

November i,2005 11:16AM 

Senator George Allen 
U.S. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
, .  

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Willoughby 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

Na. of Cooies rec'd 0 
t is t  ABCDE 



Katharine Collie 
10 Whlspenvood Circle, Lubbock, TX 79416 

Representative Randy Neugebauer 
U.S. House of Representatives 
429 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Servjce CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Neugebauer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residenual and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Katharine Collie 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November1,2005 ll:15AM 

Senator Christopher Bond 
US. Senate 
274 Russell Senate Office Buildmg 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Umversal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bond 

I have serious concerns regarding the.Federa1 Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fuhd (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family ayl neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

, .  

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constihlents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and niral consumers, to give up their phones due to unafiordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shiiliiig the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Tabaiha Madding 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



. 

November l, 2005 ll:4OAM 

Senator Pattp Murray 
U.S.Senate 
173 Ruse11 Senate Office Building 
Washington, E€ 20510-0001 

Suljfft:Re:Federaal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications CommissionJ' (FCC) psit ion to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collation method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. my friends, family and nei&brs, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change propsed by the FCC. 

A s . y o ~ h o w , U S F i s ~ r x e n t l y  collwtedonarevenuebasts. Peoplewhouse morepay moreinto thesystem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflatf-,that mwns thatsomeonewhouse.onethousandminutmamonthof longdistance,pays thesame 
amount intothe Lndassomeonewhousmreerominutesoflongdistanceamonth Gnatituentrwhousetbeirlimitedrmources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceuaers,li~etudentkprepaidwirelessusers,seniorcitirensand low- 

income residential and N d  consumers, to give up their phones due  to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usem is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental eIfect on small busineMesal1 acrosa America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition.of whicb1amamembel;k~~m~informedabout theUSFismewithrnonthly newslettersandup 
to date  information on their website, including links to FCC information. While1 am aware that federal lawdoes not require 
companies torffover,ol."paasalong"thesefees t o t h e i r c u s t o m e ~ t h e r i t y  isthat they do, ~ a c o n ~ u m e ~ l - u l d l i k e e ~ ~ u ~ ~ I  
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers tax& my sewice will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficiala,theFCChaspsnstochangetoaflatfeesyJtemsoonandwithoutlegialation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetospread thewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpsss 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  howa flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your 
constituency. 

ThaokyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwardtohearingabout youryoaitiononthismatter. 

Sincerely, 

noman nault 

EC: 

The Federal Gmmunications Cammission 



I JAN g 2006 I 
, ,  . .  ~. pedro pena . , ,  ., ., , . .,, 

1351 hunter, san antonio, TX 78224 

November 1,2005 11:15 AM 

Senator John Comyn 
US.  Senate 
5 17 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Comyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yoc know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A fiat fee tax could cause n k y  I&-volumelong distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

pedro pena 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Paul Ginestsr 
593N 8WW, Orem, U T  84057-3679 

I FCC- MAILROOM I 
November 1,2005 11:15 AM 

Senator Robert Bennett 
U S .  Senate 
43 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bennett: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
a d  low-income residential and rural c&kumen, to give up their phones due to unafiordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numben taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
YOU pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Ginestar 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:16 AM 

Representative Richard Neal 
US. House of Representatives 
2266 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Neal: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural cmsumers, to Sive u? their phmes due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to &e FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Norma Waterhouse 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

~ a .  ef Copies rec'd L 
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